Abstract-Grammar learning for proficiency has been debated by the language acquisition and linguists proponents. The study aimed at finding out the best grammar teaching strategies for proficiency to be used in actual communication. The study used a quasi-experimental non-equivalent control group design that involved 120 students of English Department of four different private universities in Makassar which were selected randomly from the same year intake. The data were collected through proficiency test which covered the aspects of grammar, listening, speaking, reading and writing. Multivariate analysis was used to examine the proficiency differences among students who learned grammar through pair interaction and those learned through small groups interaction in five areas of proficiency. The data analysis results and interpretation showed that students who learned grammar through pair interaction activities outperformed their peers in small groups interaction to a large extent in all areas of language proficiency. Pair-Interaction activities can be used extensively for low proficiency students in tertiary education as it provides more opportunities for students to practice accross the scheduled communicative grammar activities.
Moreover, the students' learning experiences in a social interaction classroom will be actualized within social contexts outside the classrooms that will lead to strengthening the purpose of interactions acted out by the students and other possible values offered by the interaction models, either pair or small groups (3 -5 participants) .
In the context of pair interaction implementation students are requested not only to proficiently use grammatical English in communicating their ideas and notions to others during lecturing session, but also oblige them to use grammatical English when talking or interacting with others in discussing lecturing activities as well as when talking about the grammaticality of the language grammar being learned. In other words, students are habituated to use the English language grammatically for both written and oral communication in every lecturing activities. Hence, the habituating process will automatically bring about positive effects in their daily communication activities beyond lecturing process.
Some studies showed that the teaching of grammar with pair interaction model, for example, in a collaborative manner significantly affected the achievement of language performance, Watanabe and Swain (2007) . Pair interactions also contributed positively to the proficiency and language competence, Yassi (2009) , and generated joint construction (joint development) in terms of morphological knowledge, Baleghizadeh (2010) . In addition, pair interactions also proved to be feasible and practical for use as a method of teaching grammar in a communicative teaching, Hanafiah (2011) . To verify the findings above, the researcher concluded that there must be a specific research focusing mostly on the implementation of pair interactions and their higher strengths compared with other models of small group interactions through which this study was based on, entitling "The Efficacy of Pair Interaction in Teaching Communicative English Grammar".
The main objective of this study was to improve students' proficiency in using grammatical English both for written and oral communication with pair interactions as the main model of learning. Students' achievement gained through this learning model was compared with other models of small group interactions. Therefore, this study aimed at finding out teaching English grammar strategies that can be used in actual communication for excellent proficiency. Storch (2002) investigated the performance of three pairs of adult ESL students on a writing task assigned in class. The main source of data was the transcripts of their pair talk. Other sources of data included the researcher's observation notes and the written text the pairs produced. Data were analyzed for main features of student interactions and characteristics of collaborative pair work were identified. The results showed that students working in pairs may not necessarily work in a collaborative manner, but where they do collaborate this may have an effect on task performance. In 2007, Storch investigated the merits of pair work by comparing pair and individual work on an editing task and by analyzing the nature of pair interaction. The study was conducted in four intact ESL tertiary classes. Students in class A completed the task in pairs and in class B individually. In classes C and D students were given the choice of completing the task in pairs or individually. In class A all pair talk was audio recorded. Analysis of the edited texts showed that there were no significant differences between the accuracy of tasks completed individually and those completed in pairs. Analysis of the transcribed pair talk showed that most pairs engaged actively in deliberations over language and tended to reach correct resolutions. Thus the results suggest that although pair work on a grammar-focused task may not lead to greater accuracy in completing the task, pair work provides learners with opportunities to use the second language for a range of functions, and in turn for language learning.
In collaboration with Tan and Wigglesworth, Storch (2010) investigated the effect of the medium of communication on the nature of pair interaction. The study involved six pairs of beginner participants in a Chinese class completing seven different tasks. Each task was completed twice, once in face to face (FTF), and another via computer mediated communication (CMC). All pair talk was audio recorded, and on-line communication was logged. Using Storch's (2002) model of patterns of pair interaction, five patterns were identified: collaborative, cooperative, dominant/dominant, dominant/passive and expert/novice. The medium of communication was found to affect the pattern of interaction. In CMC some pairs became more collaborative, or cooperative.
The three different pieces of research done by Storch (2002 Storch ( , 2007 Storch ( , and 2010 and her colleagues favored the use of pair interactions in certain paces of tasks and activities in language classrooms. What so interesting about Storch's studies were the contributions of tasks or activities assigned to students working in pair on patterns of interactions which in turn affect the ways students' language learning. Thus, it is worthy to apply Storch's model of patterns of pair interaction in this research as another perspective to finding the effects on the students' grammar learning.
Noni's research (2003) focusing on face to face teaching and Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL) in ELT based on individual preference reported that face to face interactions were found to be more effective in improving students' achievement than CALL. It implied that real interactions among students and teacher in classroom setting were richer and more meaningful than virtual interactions on computer.
Collaborative research done by Watanabe and Swain (2007) investigated the effects of second language (L2) proficiency differences in pairs and patterns of interaction on L2 learning, making use of both qualitative and 182 JOURNAL OF LANGUAGE TEACHING AND RESEARCH quantitative data. They designed the study in such a way that four different core participants interacted with higher and lower proficiency non-core participants. These learners engaged in a three-stage task involving pair writing, pair comparison (between their original text and a reformulated version of it) and individual writing. The core participants also engaged in a stimulated recall after the task. They analyzed each pair's collaborative dialogue in terms of languagerelated episodes and patterns of pair interaction as well as each learner's individual post-test score. The findings suggested that the patterns of pair interaction greatly influenced the frequency of LREs and post-test performance. When the learners engaged in collaborative patterns of interaction, they were more likely to achieve higher posttest scores regardless of their partner's proficiency level. It seems that proficiency differences do not necessarily affect the nature of peer assistance and L2 learning. Thus, the merit of this research that can be used as a perspective towards this current research is the nature of interactions where students learn hand in hand to solve their problem. Yassi's research (2009) focusing on a model of grammar learning for proficiency using paired interaction at the Faculty of Letters of Hasanuddin University reported that it was evident for paired interaction contributed significantly to the improvement of students' proficiency in using grammar as well as students' competence in using the four language skills. The findings of Yassi's research implied that through paired interaction, tertiary English language learners could achieve better accuracy in performing their language skills competence.
Baleghizadeh (2010) carried out a study focusing on the investigation of the effect of pair work on a word-building task in two EFL classes. In the study, there were forty Iranian adult students participated. The participants in the experimental group completed the word-building task in pairs following the Think-Pair-Share technique, whereas the participants in the control group did the same task individually. Results of the data analysis showed that the participants in the experimental group achieved significantly higher scores on the given task than the participants in the control group. This fact indicates that the students' joint efforts while collaborating with each other are likely to result in coconstruction of morphological knowledge.
The research done by Hanafiah (2011) was basically the verification of Yassi's study. Hanafiah used similar approach in teaching English grammar at Faculty of Teacher Training and Education of UNIDAYAN Baubau, Southeast Sulawesi. Hanafiah concluded that teaching English grammar through 'Learner -Learner Interaction' (LLI) in the pair activities model is a feasible and practical teaching method that puts English grammar into a communicative approach or into action. One of the implications of Hanafiah's research findings is to offer practicality of pair activities model as a teaching strategy when English grammar is intended to be the atmosphere of proper communication.
Two collaborative studies done by Yassi (2009) and continued by Hanafiah (2011) were taking place at EFL tertiary education in Eastern Indonesian setting to investigate the effects of pair work model in teaching grammar for proficiency. Both studies involved single university and contributed to the development of grammar teaching using pair work activities. This current study was quite similar to these two studies but unique in terms of the use of various kinds of grouping students into pair, small groups of three, four and five in four different universities. Apart from Yassi's (2009) and Hanafiah's (2011) , the other studies listed and described above were concluded to support the use of pair interaction in teaching English in classroom setting but the majority of them was in ESL setting. Besides, the studies did not clarify the specific target of language elements except the one carried out by Storch (2007) which was designed to use pair work on a grammar-focused task for accuracy. Thus, it was pertinent for the current research to use the previous research findings to help develop the concepts of pair work activities in teaching grammar to achieve proficiency.
III. METHODOLOGY

a. Location and Research Plan
This research was carried out at four different private universities within Kopertis Wilayah IX Sulawesi in Makassar. The purpose of the present study was to obtain a deeper understanding of the effects of classroom interaction strategies in English grammar teaching for proficiency at private tertiary education. The quantitative focus concerned a comprehensive assessment of the English proficiency of the participants in grammar, listening, speaking, reading and writing through varied classroom interaction activities. Thus, a comparative research with respect to quantitative paradigm was used as the research design.
b. Population and Sample
The population of this research was the freshmen students of English Education Department and English Literature at four different private universities in Makassar. The sample selected from the population were 122 (reduced to 120 for the analysis interest) and each of the sample was selected purposively using the assumptions that the majority of them were still genuinely interested in what the study was about and would take the participation seriously. Besides, they had not received a lot of grammatical input through communicative language activities. Thus, progress that may be achieved in learning during the research could be clearly detected. The selection of the sample was not randomized as the structure of the class should be maintained as it was. Besides, there was no specific reason of assigning certain university into any models of grouping and it was randomly assigned as it is assumed that they relatively have similar ability as seen in their pretest scores (UMI 45.35, STKIP-YPUP 41.68, Universitas 45 43.74, and UNISMUH 46.96).
c. Data Collection Procedures
In general, the data collection was done in three phases: (1) Pre-Intervention; (2) Intervention; and (3) PostIntervention. In the pre-intervention, the researcher piloted the grammar test to 30 students at the English Education Department of UIN Alauddin Makassar, located the target participants at four different campuses (UMI, YPUP, 45 and UNISMUH), set them into four different treatments, and administered the pretests to the whole participants. In the intervention phase, the researcher applied four types of organizing or grouping students in learning grammar for proficiency in communicative or interactive situations. The treatment for the first group (G2) was 'Pair-Interaction activities' and hence became the experimental group. The group was assigned to have a maximum opportunity to use grammatical points in oral and written communication in pair work activities. It was assumed that the smaller the number of students involved in communication, the more intense and much more opportunity for them to practice. Thus, practicing in paired interaction was assumed to be more potential to increase the amount of practicing time opening the way of achieving proficiency. As for the control groups, the second group (G3) was treated by 'Group-Interaction activities of 3' (composing 10 small groups), the third group (G4) by 'Group-Interaction activities of 4' (composing 8 small groups), and the fourth group (G5) by 'Group-Interaction activities of 5' (composing 6 small groups). All the treatment and procedures for the control groups were similar to those in the experimental group including the core materials. The differences were dealing with the grouping, the material design, and the practicing time for individuals. It was assumed that the larger the number of student involved in communication, the less intense and the less opportunity for them to practice. Thus, practicing in a larger group interaction was assumed to decrease the amount of practicing time. In the Post-Intervention phase, the researcher used a set of test to the whole participants in four different campuses. To avoid bias in assessing the speaking and writing productions, the researcher involved three inter-raters to do the assessment. The assessment results from grammar expressions test, listening test, speaking test, reading test, and writing test, were used as the primary data in this research.
IV. RESEARCH FINDINGS a. Univariate Anova
The mean score of English proficiency of the students who learned grammar through Pair-Interaction activities (G2) before the intervention was 45.35 and increased to 57.88 after the intervention. The areas of linguistics and communication in which the English proficiency increased to a large extent were grammar expressions from 43.01 to 69.03 and speaking from 55.53 to 80. 16 . A slight increase occurred in the areas of listening (35.11 to 42.11) and writing (43.11 to 47.56); but tended to level off at reading comprehension (50.00 to 50.56). The following histogram figured out the above data more clearly and comprehensively through which it was concludable that students' achievement improved in all English skills being taught under the model of Pair-Interaction activities. The mean score of English proficiency pretest of the students who learned grammar through Group-of-3-Interaction activities (G3) was 41.67 and increased to 47.61 after the intervention. The areas of linguistics and communication in which the English proficiency increased to a large extent was reading from 36.67 to 50.28. A slight increase occurred in other areas; grammar expressions (42.90 to 50.86) and writing (46.51 to 51.00); but tended to level off at listening comprehension (29.78 to 32.33) and speaking (52.53 to 53.58). To see more clearly the students' proficiency after the implementation of Group-of-3-Interaction (G3) model, the following histogram might be of helpful reference, through which it was concludable that all skills being taught under the implementation of the G3 model underwent from adequate to significant improvement.
b. Hypothesis Testing 1) ANOVA Test
For one-factor ANOVA, the F score for the four groups (G2, G3, G4 and G5) is 7.537 with the probability (p) 0.000. As the probability is smaller than  0.05 (0.000 < 0.05), the null hypothesis (H o ) is rejected or the mean scores of the four groups are significantly different. Besides, the F score for the two tests (Posttest and Pretest) is 32.130 with the probability (p) 0.000. As the probability is smaller than  0.05 (0.000 < 0.05), the null hypothesis (H o ) is rejected or the mean scores of the two tests are significantly different. For two-factor ANOVA, the F score for the interaction between group and test is 3.773 with the probability (p) 0.011. As the probability is smaller than  0.05 (0.011 < 0.05), the null hypothesis (H o ) is rejected or there is an interaction between the four groups and the two tests used. The above data showed that different model of interaction in learning English grammar brought about different students' learning achievement in which Pair Interaction Model seemed to be the most appropriate to be regularly implemented rather than other threes. The following was the summary table of the anova test above. As found that there was a significant difference among the four groups' mean scores, it is important to know which groups' paired mean scores are significantly different through Tukey test. The summary results of Post Hoc Test using Tukey test analysis following the ANOVA test shows the mean difference between the posttest and pretest of G2 is 12.5280. At the 95% confidence interval, the mean scores range from 5.6825 to 19.3735. The significance test of the mean difference between the posttest and pretest of G2 is based on probability level (p) in Sig. column. If the probability is bigger than 0.05 (p > 0.05), the H o is accepted and if the probability is smaller than 0.05 (p < 0.05), the H o is rejected. This significance test is effective for all groups compared. The Tukey test (Q) results from the interaction of groups' mean scores that significantly different is Q 1 (0.000 < 0.05). Therefore, the analysis is continued to test the hypotheses. The summary data can be seen in the following table. For G2 (Pair-Interaction), the mean score is 57.88 with the minimum score of 39.23 and the maximum is 74.68. With the significance level of 95%, the average score is in the range of 54.50 to 61.25. For G3 (Group-3-Interaction), the mean score is 47.61 with the minimum score of 33.05 and the maximum is 71.86. With the significance level of 95%, the average score is in the range of 44.44 to 50.77. For G4 (Group-4-Interaction), the mean score is 48.03 with the minimum score of 33.54 and the maximum is 68.55. With the significance level of 95%, the average score is in the range of 45.01 to 51.05. For G5 (Group-5-Interaction), the mean score is 49.52 with the minimum score of 30.12 and the maximum is 76.71. With the significance level of 95%, the average score is in the range of 45.17 to 53.88. For all groups, the mean score is 50.76 with the minimum score of 30.12 and the maximum is 76.71. With the significance level of 95%, the average score is in the range of 48.92 to 52.60.
The ANOVA (F test) of the four groups' mean scores shows that the F score is 7.841 and the F table is 2.685 at df 3;116 (7.841 > 2.685). Since the F score is larger than the F table , it is concluded that the research rejects the null hypothesis and accepts the alternative hypothesis. It means that the mean scores of all groups are significantly different. The Tukey test (Q) results from the interaction of groups' mean scores that significantly different are Q1 (0.000 < 0.05), Q2 (0.001 < 0.05) and Q3 (0.005 < 0.05). Therefore, the analysis is continued to test the hypotheses.
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For the area of English proficiency in which the students who learned grammar through Pair-Interaction activities outweigh their peers in Group-Interaction activities can be seen in the summary of some significant results of the Tukey tests (Q) in Tables 3 and 4 below. The two tables show that the results from the interaction of areas mean scores that significantly different are: (a) Grammar for G2 and G3 (0.001 < 0.05); (b) Grammar for G2 and G4 (0.000 < 0.05); (c) Grammar for G2 and G5 (0.000 < 0.05); (d) Speaking for G2 and G3 (0.000 < 0.05); (e) Speaking for G2 and G4 (0.000 < 0.05); and, (f) Speaking for G5 and G3 (0.014 < 0.05). This means that in case of Grammar, the G2 model of interaction yields in better result rather than that of the other three. In case of speaking, the G2 model of interaction yields in better result than that of G3 and G4 models. On the other hand, the learning achievements yielded through the implementation of G3, G4, and G5 models are insignificant. That is to say, in case of learning English Grammar, the smaller the member of a group interaction model, the better the learning achievement will be. Conversely, the bigger the member of a group interaction model, the worse the learning achievement will be.
2) Hypothesis Test Hypothesis 1 assumed H a which stated that, "There is a difference of English proficiency of the students who learned integrative communicative grammar within Pair-Interaction activities before and after the intervention."
The Tukey test shows that the mean difference of the Posttest and Pretest of G2 (Pair-Interaction) is 12.5280 with the probability (p) = 0.000. Since the probability is smaller than 0.05 (0.000 < 0.05), the null hypothesis (H o ) is rejected which means that there is a significant difference of English proficiency of the students who learned grammar through PairInteraction activities before and after the intervention.
Hypothesis 2 assumed H a which stated that, "There is a difference of English proficiency of the students who learned integrative communicative grammar within Group-3-Interaction activities before and after the intervention."
The Tukey test shows that the mean difference of the Posttest and Pretest of G3 (Group-3-Interaction) is 5.9323 with the probability (p) = 0.144. Since the probability is larger than 0.05 (0.144 > 0.05), the null hypothesis (H o ) is accepted which means that there is no significant difference of English proficiency of the students who learned grammar through Group-3-Interaction activities before and after the intervention.
Hypothesis 3 assumed H a which stated that, "There is a difference of English proficiency of the students who learned integrative communicative grammar within Group-4-Interaction activities before and after the intervention." The Tukey test shows that the mean difference of the Posttest and Pretest of G4 (Group-4-Interaction) is 4.3457 with the probability (p) = 0.524. Since the probability is larger than 0.05 (0.524 > 0.05), the null hypothesis (H o ) is accepted which means that there is no significant difference of English proficiency of the students who learned grammar through Group-4-Interaction activities before and after the intervention.
Hypothesis 4 assumed H a which stated that, "There is a difference of English proficiency of the students who learned integrative communicative grammar within Group-5-Interaction activities before and after the intervention." The
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Tukey test shows that the mean difference of the Posttest and Pretest of G5 (Group-5-Interaction) is 2.5650 with the probability (p) = 0.946. Since the probability is larger than 0.05 (0.946 > 0.05), the null hypothesis (H o ) is accepted which means that there is no significant difference of English proficiency of the students who learned grammar through Group-5-Interaction activities before and after the intervention. Hypothesis 5 assumed H a which stated that, "The English proficiency of the students who learned integrative communicative grammar through Pair-Interaction activities will be higher than those learned integrative communicative grammar through Group-3-Interaction activities." The Tukey test results for the paired group compared of Q 1 (G2 and G3) shows that the probability (p) level is 0.000. As the probability is smaller than 0.05 (0.000 < 0.05), the null hypothesis (H o ) is rejected and concluded that the English proficiency of the students who learned grammar through Pair-Interaction activities is significantly higher than those learned grammar through Group-3-Interaction activities. In other words, learning grammar for proficiency through Pair-Interaction activities will be more effective than learning it through Group-3-Interaction activities.
Hypothesis 6 assumed H a which stated that, "The English proficiency of the students who learned integrative communicative grammar through Pair-Interaction activities will be higher than those learned integrative communicative grammar through Group-4-Interaction activities." The Tukey test results for the paired group compared of Q 2 (G2 and G4) shows that the probability (p) level is 0.001. As the probability is smaller than 0.05 (0.001 < 0.05), the null hypothesis (H o ) is rejected and concluded that the English proficiency of the students who learned grammar through Pair-Interaction activities is significantly higher than those learned grammar through Group-4-Interaction activities. In other words, learning grammar for proficiency through Pair-Interaction activities will be more effective than learning it through Group-4-Interaction activities.
Hypothesis 7 assumed H a which stated that, "The English proficiency of the students who learned integrative communicative grammar through Pair-Interaction activities will be higher than those learned integrative communicative grammar through Group-5 Interaction activities." The Tukey test results for the paired group compared of Q 3 (G2 and G5) shows that the probability (p) level is 0.005. As the probability is smaller than 0.05 (0.005 < 0.05), the null hypothesis (H o ) is rejected and concluded that the English proficiency of the students who learned grammar through Pair-Interaction activities is significantly higher than those learned grammar through Group-5-Interaction activities. In other words, learning grammar for proficiency through Pair-Interaction activities will be more effective than learning it through Group-5-Interaction activities.
Hypothesis 8 assumed H a which stated that, "The English proficiency of the students who learned integrative communicative grammar through Group-3-Interaction activities will be higher than those learned integrative communicative grammar through Group-4-Interaction activities." The Tukey test results for the paired group compared of Q 4 (G3 and G4) shows that the probability (p) level is 0.998. As the probability is larger than 0.05 (0.998 > 0.05), the null hypothesis (H o ) is accepted and concluded that the English proficiency of the students who learned grammar through Group-3-Interaction activities is not significantly higher than those learned grammar through Group-4-Interaction activities. In other words, learning grammar for proficiency through Group-3-Interaction activities will not be more effective than learning it through Group-4-Interaction activities.
Hypothesis 9 assumed H a which stated that, "The English proficiency of the students who learned integrative communicative grammar through Group-3-Interaction activities will be higher than those learned integrative communicative grammarthrough Group-5-Interaction activities." The Tukey test results for the paired group compared of Q 5 (G3 and G5) shows that the probability (p) level is 0.860. As the probability is larger than 0.05 (0.860 > 0.05), the null hypothesis (H o ) is accepted and can be concluded that the English proficiency of the students who learned grammar through Group-3-Interaction activities is not significantly higher than those learned grammar through Group-5-Interaction activities. In other words, learning grammar for proficiency through Group-3-Interaction activities will not be more effective than learning it through Group-5-Interaction activities.
Hypothesis 10 assumed H a which stated that, "The English proficiency of the students who learned integrative communicative grammar through Group-4-Interaction activities will be higher than those learned integrative communicative grammarthrough Group-5-Interaction activities." The Tukey test results for the paired group compared of Q 6 (G4 and G5) shows that the probability (p) level is 0.928. As the probability is larger than 0.05 (0.928 > 0.05), the null hypothesis (H o ) is accepted and can be concluded that the English proficiency of the students who learned grammar through Group-4-Interaction activities is not significantly higher than those learned grammar through Group-5-Interaction activities. In other words, learning grammar for proficiency through Group-4-Interaction activities will not be more effective than learning it through Group-5-Interaction activities.
V. DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS
Analyzing the students' achievement in learning integrative communicative grammar for English proficiency in all language skills through communicative activities in four models of classroom interaction, Pair, Group-of-3, Group-of-4, Group-of-5, has revealed many facts as evidence supporting the concepts which was constructed earlier in this research. It was postulated that learning grammar through purposeful classroom interaction strategies, primarily Pair-Interaction The significant difference found to exist throughout the communicative activities/lessons between their significant gains in proficiency after the treatment, as measured by posttests; and the scores for their initial levels of proficiency, as measured by pretests, was evidence of the improvement. As the gain scores in the posttest were quite large up to12.53 points for all the tests, the gains were also uniformly significant across the five types of test. This evidence supports the Hypothesis 1 that the English proficiency of the students who learned grammar through Pair-Interaction activities before and after the intervention is significantly different. The question is, what factors account for differences in gain scores of posttest and pretest in this group?
Firstly, the students in all levels of English proficiency had their basic ability to understand and express their ideas and thoughts in English which was, to some extent, however, proved to be minimal in the pretest. Having a good command in all areas of English was also believed as their genuine needs and they had a tendency to pursue lots of efforts to make it true. Thus, this basic capacity together with the integrative communicative grammar teaching, which presupposes students' interaction while learning, can be viewed as significant substances in their cognitive process of learning English that reflects the sociocultural theory proposed by the Russian psychologist Vygotsky (1978) .
Secondly, the improvement of English fluency of the students who learned grammar in Pair-Interaction was mostly caused by the opportunity for student talking time in students to student interaction. Their productive practicing time was normally up to 40 minutes per session per individual. The minimum participant of conversation allowed them to try ideas and thought together in a very safe environment in which dyadic interaction happens. In foreign language context, paired-interaction activities is a valuable opportunity for students to practice the target language they are learning as identified. Since they are in peer-interaction, they feel that they have equal counterpart to share reciprocal ideas and experiences. Here, the role of the teacher was minimized to a large extent. Therefore, such situation was maintained to be well directed to optimal target language use. McLeod et al, (2003, 164 ) also asserts that interaction with the greatest opportunity to learn comes when working with pairs. Thus, the finding is realistic to some extent as pairs would benefit from the regular and intensity of individual productive or practicing time through a true human interaction.
Thirdly, the grammar materials were purposefully designed to be integrated within communicative activities to scaffold the development of the students interactive proficiency. This was achieved through mutual exchange, negotiation and co-construction. Therefore a wide range of complementary activities was added.The task-cycle consisted of the performance of the task, the observation of their partner during the performance, the feedback after the performance, and vice-versa. The students also needed a reason to communicate to each other. Hence, information-gap was designed to allow them to help each other to fill in the gap through interactions. Thus, by a well-designed learning materials, they had their scaffolders helping them find related ideas to develop their English proficiency through intensive social interactions.
The discussion of the finding above does not imply that the students who learned grammar through pair interaction activities have mastered all areas of proficiency. What can be proved and learned from such finding is that time intensity with regular practices, familiarity of well-designed grammar tasks for communication, and homogenous peers of interaction, will improve students' English proficiency to a large extent. In other words, the combination of students' genuine needs to learn grammar for English proficiency can be enhanced if integrative communicative grammar takes place properly or within a purposeful interaction.
For the other three kinds of interation, the results of descriptive and inferential statistics through Univariate ANOVA procedures did not give strong support for a positive answer to this key research question. Although the increase of the scores had been tracked from pretest to posttest, the mean difference was proved to be insignificant through the Tukey test result. As all the gain scores of the three groups (G3, G4 and G5) in the posttest were not large or ranged from 2.56 to 5.93 points for all the tests, the gains were also uniformly insignificant across the five types of test with some exceptions. This evidence did not support the Hypothesis 2, 3 and 4 stating that the English proficiency of the students who learned grammar through Group-Interaction (three variations) activities before and after the intervention is significantly different. The question is, what factors account the rejection of alternative hypothesis?
Firstly, the students' English proficiency was minimal as evidenced by the group's scores in the pretest. The scores in the posttest increased however, but it was not significant. It was assumed that the size of groups directly influences the amount of possible "talking time" each student has; that in groups of three (G3) student can talk for about a third of the time, a forth in groups of four (G4) and a fifth in groups of five (G5). This, in turn, affected their fluency and English proficiency. The increase of group size was assumed to decrease the talking time for every individualas one had to share their ideas and thought in English with more than one member. Such decrease consequently reduced the amount of language practice through social classroom interaction that in turn affected the degree of intensity, fluency and proficiency in using the language.
Secondly, although the groups were designed to make students learning the grammar through interactions, less talkative students might discourage other members as they participated less. It might happen because they were less confident, shy, nervous, embarrassed, tongue-tied, affraid of making a lot of mistakes, spoke in their native language and not in English, had less to say, or simply did not feel convenient to practice the language in such grouping or did not enjoy working together. Whatever the reason, the effects were reflected in the test results as influenced by some weaknesses of interaction in group three and above.
Thirdly, although the grammar materials were designed integratively within communicative activities for groups of three to five, it still did not show the effects to scaffold the development of the students English proficiency to a large extent. Some of them tended to focus on form intensively while others tended to focus on meaning or the use. It was quite rare to find that they were trying to negotiate for problem solving on both as some of them tended to discuss the form in Bahasa Indonesia as they were shy and reluctant to say them in English. While this could actually be achieved through mutual exchange, negotiation and co-construction, the individuals should have reduced their mental blocks before groups processing proceeded. Thus, although by well-designed learning materials of language given to the groups, if students rejected communication and did not take advantage of the opportunities given in group activities, the changes would not be tremendous.
The discussion of the finding above implies that for the Group-Interaction (3 -5 members) activities to take positive effects in English proficiency, the grouping model should be firstly matched with the students' genuine preference of the model. Besides, they should also be encouraged to talk more through well-designed English materials in group interactions and trained social interaction or interpersonal skills to improve their confidence. There should also be a strategy to develop their awareness upon dual focus on form and meaning within discussions. Consequently, 'talking more' needs more practicing time. Therefore, it is clear that the efficacy of Pair Interaction model lies on the increasing of practicing time (Haines, 1995; Harmer, 2001; and Rixon, 2000) and the minimum psychological constraints of static pair as a result of their daily contact with the same person.
VI. CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS
The English proficiency of the students who learn grammar through Pair Interaction improves to a large extent and outweighs their peers in Small Groups Interaction. The result implies the needs of varied interaction models according to students' preference in learning integrative communicative grammar. Therefore, the use of Pair Interaction is highly recommended for the low proficient students to give them more time to practice communication by introducing them interpersonal skills in Pair Interaction activities.
